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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as 
set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be 
patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at 
the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject 
matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was 
made. 

Claims 2, 10, 11, 14, 16, 23-27, and 30-32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Lipton 5,181,133 (Lipton) in view of Horn "Basic Electronics" (Horn). 

Figures 4, 5 and 5a as well as the relevant text of Lipton disclose a system or device that includes 
the production of a "temporarily modified output". The device of Lipton produces the waveforms shown 
in Figures 4, 5 and 5a that shows a waveform that transitions directly between high and low levels in a 
periodical fashion (Note Figure 5 and the first part (left-hand side) of Figure 5a.). This is what applicant 
refers to in some of the claims as "a second operating mode". Lipton does operate in this second 
operating mode for the open state. The "first operating mode" as called by some of the claims of the 
instant invention relates to the waveform where the signal transitions directly from the high level to an 
intermediate level and then directly transitions from this intermediate level to the low level and then 
transitions directly from this low level back to the intermediate level. This is clearly shown in Figure 4 
and the second half (right-hand side) of Figure 5a of Lipton. Lipton is silent on the details of the structure 
that makes up this device sometimes called a "waveform control" in some of the claims. Lipton is also 
silent on the use of a driver to provide the final output signal. 

Even though Lipton is silent on the specific structure that makes up the "waveform control", there 
must be something in this structure of Lipton that sets forth the time period for the time the waveform is 
to remain at the intermediate level. Thus this structure can therefore be called "delay network" as this 
"delay network" provides a control or the setting of the time period that waveform is to remain at the 
intermediate level. In other words it delay the application of the next high or low level by a certain 
predetermined delay and thus is s delay network. In addition it is noted that applicant does not 
specifically define exactly what a "delay network" is to mean. For example applicant has not defined 
"delay network" as meaning only a length of micro-strip delay line of one meter in length. Thus given the 
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broadest reasonable interpretation and the plain meaning of the terminology, any structure that determines 
or sets a delay is a delay network. This is only reasonable. Additionally a different reading of the claims 
would also allow for this circuitry to be called a delay network, since the circuitry that sets the time period 
for the intermediate level is composed of real world elements in Lipton and real world elements have 
delay. 

Lipton does lack the showing of a driver or buffer that outputs the final signal form the so called 
"waveform control". However, the use of buffers as the final driver for a circuit is well known in the 
circuitry art so as to allow for sufficient output drive and to allow for multiple loads to be driven if 
desired. See page 377 and 378 of Horn. 

Thus it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to have provided a buffer a the output of the circuit that provides the waveforms as indicated and 
shown in Figures 4, 5 and 5a of Lipton so as to for sufficient drive as taught by Horn. 

With respect to independent claim 14 and any of those claims dependent thereon that is part of 
this rejection all the reasoning above and the following: Applicant calls the device a "clock" which 
Lipton is silent on the naming the device a "clock", applicant also states that a "predriver coupled to 
control the waveform control" is present (Note that the "waveform control" is the structure that produces 
the two modes of operation or the two waveforms indicated above.), applicant further states that "a least 
one associated circuit is driven by the output clock" and applicant further states that "the at least one 
associated circuits further comprising a precharge device that provides a charge at an associated node 
based on the output clock signal". Note that the circuitry of Lipton is to be an integrated circuit as clearly 
shown in Figure 2. The naming of the device a "clock" is merely a statement of intended use. Any 
square wave or stair step waveform generator can be considered to be a "clock" for it generates a signal 
that is referenced to time i.e. it has a predetermined period. In order to explain this to applicant, lets say 
that the structure of a function generator is provided wherein that waveform function generator provides 
either a square wave or a stair step waveform and the claim in a patent application is directed to structure. 
MPEP 2114 states that claims directed to structure must be distinguished by structure. The fact that the 
waveform generator can be used as a "clock" in a digital system does not change the structure of the 
waveform generator. It is merely explains one use the claimed structure is capable of performing. The 
same goes with the waveform generator disclosed in Lipton. Even though Lipton's preferred use is to 
drive a liquid crystal shutter this does not mean that the waveform generator structure therein cannot be 
used elsewhere or is not capable of being used elsewhere. Accordingly, as Lipton is fully capable of 
performing as a clock, it meets the claim limitation of being capable of being a clock (See MPEP 2114 
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and In re Schreiber, 128 F.3d 1473, 1477-78, 44USPQ2d 1429, 1431-32 (Fed. Cir. 1997). No structural 
difference is recited by the limitation of being a "clock". There is also a structure in Lipton that tells the 
device of Lipton to switch from an open shutter to one that is the in the "shuttering state", this would be 
the claimed "predriver coupled to control the waveform control" in Lipton. Something has to tell the 
waveform generator of Lipton to now switch from providing an open state to a shuttering state. The 
claimed "associated circuit" would be the load or the shutter in Lipton. The shutter is a "precharge device 
that provides a charge at an associated node based on the clock signal" for a liquid crystal is a capacitance 
device that stores charge. The above is just reading the claims with the broadest reasonable interpretation 
consistent with the specification See MPEP 2111. Furthermore since applicant has not provided any 
specific definitions for these terms used in the claims the examiner has only given the plain meanings to 
these terms (See MPEP 21 1 1.01). Also note that this reasoning concerning the "precharge device" being 
the shutter is the means for supplying a charge to a node of "associated circuitry" wherein this charge is a 
supplemental charge. This supplement charge would be "commensurate with a duration that the clock 
signal is provided at the intermediate level (Emphasis added)". Note that the reasoning presented in the 
rejection of claim 27 below applies here for the last section of claim 3 1 where the functional language 
recites evaluation of circuitry without there being any evaluation circuitry claimed. This is merely setting 
forth an intended use and not further distinguishing structure and since the waveform generator of the 
prior art produces the same waveforms of the disclosed waveform generator the waveform generator of 
the prior art is fully capable of performing the recited intended use. Also "a duration" could be the entire 
duration of the intermediate level or any part of the duration at the intermediate level. 
With respect to independent claim 16 note all the reasoning above. 

With respect to independent claim 30 and any dependent claim thereon indicated as rejected 
above as well as claim 23 note all the reasoning above and the following: Applicant has not made a 
positive statement that applicant has invoked 35 USC 1 12 sixth paragraph. However, the examiner's 
position is that the devices, i.e. means, indicted above will provide the means or equivalents thereto as 
recited by claim 30 and any dependent claim indicted in the claims rejected above. In the device of 
Lipton, the intermediate level would be a level "that self-biases between normal high and low levels 
according to process variations in the system" or the "self-biases to... during the second operating mode 
based on relative characteristics of at least some components that form the driver". What applicant recites 
in the specification is that normal device tolerances will determine the exact biasing point or intermediate 
level point. Such is the case with Lipton for example how large the capacitance is of the liquid crystal 
shutter is one structure that helps determine what the intermediate level will be and the capacitance of the 
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device is "depended on process variations" as recited by the specification. Furthermore the driver 
characteristics like the "at rest" current etc. helps determine what the intermediate level will be. 

With respect to dependent claim 10 and the last part of claim 25 (The subject matter of the first 
part of claim 25 is clearly addressed above and accordingly does not need to be repeated here.), the 
capacitance of the liquid crystal as noted above acts as a precharge device that charges, i.e. partially 
conducts to, an associated node based on the output signal provided by the driver. During 
charging/discharging the capacitance or precharge device partially conducts based on the intermediate 
level of the output signal during the first operating mode. Note that discharging to a node is charging that 
node. Thus since the condition that defines the function of '^thereby operating as a supplemental keeper to 
precharge the associated node" is clearly provided for, i.e. the precharge device charges an associated 
node based on the output signal provided by the driver, the function of "thereby operating as a 
supplemental keeper to precharge the associated node" is clearly provided for. Note that no specific 
definition of exactly what is to compose a "supplemental keeper" is provided for in the original 
disclosure. Claim 1 1 contains the same subject matter as that of the last part of claim 30 already 
addressed above and thus applicant is referred to that discussion above. With respect to claim 27 here the 
same subject matter of having a precharge device that partially conducts is recited. The functional 
language "whereby evaluation of the at least one circuit during the noise reduction mode is facilitated" is 
silent in the prior art. However, the claims do not recite any structure to enable this function either other 
than the structure of the precharge device that partially conducts. NO evaluation circuitry is recited and 
as such clearly the waveform generator like the waveform generator would be fully capable of performing 
the function and as no further distinguishing structure is recited by the claim this claim is seen as being 
anticipate by the prior art indicated above in accordance with MPEP 21 14 and In re Schreiber, 128 F.3d 
1473, 1477-78, 44 USPQ2d 1429, 1431-32 (Fed. Cir. 1997). 

Claims 3-7, 17, 19, 20-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lipton 
5,181,133 (Lipton) in view of Horn "Basic Electronics" (Horn) as applied to claims above, and further in 
view of Patel et al. 5,296,756 (Patel) 

Lipton and Horn are silent on the exact construction of the driver circuit. 

One common form of art recognized equivalent driver circuit that provides stair-stepped 
waveform is the common inverter or push-pull structure where two transistors form a voltage divider 
across the supply voltage terminals. See transistors Ml and M2 of Patel and Figure 2 particularly the 
voltage at node "2". 
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Accordingly, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have replaced the driver of Lipton and Horn with one like Patel because as the 
Upton and Horn references are silent on the exact structure of the driver one of ordinary skill in the art 
would have been motivated to use any art-recognized equivalent driver such as the driver taught by Patel. 
Note that the two terminals in the driver would have to be both at an intermediate level to provide the 
voltage dividing function to produce the intermediate level. (See claims 19, 21 and 22). 

With respect to claim 6, see the above remarks concerning the last section of claim 30. With 
respect to claims 7 and 20, the above already address the two transistors of a first and second type. 

With respect to claims 3 and 17, here applicant recites that the waveform control has one 
component that is coupled in such a way so as to temporarily diode connect a transistor device of the 
driver to enable the driver to provide the output signal at the intermediate level for the duration of the first 
operating mode". The examiner has taken a broad interpretation of this term "diode connect" and 
applicant has objected in interviews between the examiner and applicant's representative. The examiner 
has gone to the specification and has found that the specification has and does support the examiner's 
broad interpretation of the term "diode connect" or "diode connection". Specifically, page 14 recites: "In 
one example implementation, NCKP at 216 is coupled to the gate of an output PFET. Thus, activation of 
Ml 5 (e.g. in response to both NCKN and the feedback signal going low) results in a diode-connection of 
the output PFET. Accordingly, when Ml 5 is activated during the noise reduction mode, the diode 
connection of the output PFET causes the clock signal CK to be provided at an intermediate level for a 
predetermined duration. Additionally, during the burn-in process, an NFET of the driver connected at 
214 also is biased partially on such the burn-in condition, namely according to voltage at NCKN, such as 
can be provided by the associated predriver. (Emphasis added)". Thus with the low level being ground 
the transistor Ml of the driver like that in Patel must be biased at least partially on and thus form the 
temporarily diode connect as meant by applicant. With respect to claim 4 here applicant recites that the 
waveform control has a "logic network" that controls the operation of at least one component based on at 
least in part the delayed signal provided by the delay network. As stated above the device of Lipton has a 
delay network and this controls the circuit such that the various claimed waveforms are produced on "the 
at least one component" i.e. line. Since no specific definition is recited by applicant for "logic network" 
the circuitry of the "waveform control" of Lipton is seen as a "logic network" for it controls the switching 
of the output signal much like an "AND" gate or the like controls the switching of an output signal 
between different levels. 
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Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's disclosure. 
Figure 6 of Fawcett et al. 4,303,945 shows one conventional way to implement a waveform generator that 
switches between an intermediate level to a high level back to an intermediate level and then to a low 
level. Hedgecock 6,830,550 clearly shows that a generator that merely produces a waveform where the 
intermediate level is either between the high potential and the ground or is between the low potential and 
the ground just can not provide for a patentable distinction as this is known. 

Claims 8, 9, 15, 18 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but would be 
allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base claim and any 
intervening claims. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner should 
be directed to Michael B. Shingleton whose telephone number is (571) 272-1770. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, 
Robert Pascal, can be reached on (571)272-1769. The fax phone number for the organization where this 
application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306 and after . 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application 
Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be obtained 
from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available 
through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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